While planning workshops for postgraduates on research ethics recently, I navigated as usual the learning design circuit as I pondered how to generate interaction with second-language English speakers. I tracked between Polanyi's tacit and explicit notions (Polanyi, 1983) in trying to design encounters which would speak to their tacit and culturally based understanding while developing the students' competence in explicit presentation. In the light of self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2008) I was trying to fulfil the students' expressed needs for practice in presentation but within a safe supported group coming largely from Chinese and Arabic speaking cultures. I had plenty of opportunities to reflect on the importance of language as sense-making signs which indicated much more than the concepts conveyed. We were also face-to-face with the enabling function of language, something that the CLIL paradigm uses in its dual approach to content and language learning (Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) definitions are helpfully discussed in Cenoz, Genesee, & Gorter, 2014).
across national education systems and between students and teachers. Interaction in learning will also be culturally determined, with many cultures most comfortable in a behaviourist environment where information is given and unquestioned, while other cultures see challenge and question as the basis of learning interaction.
Commonly we see the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) and its variants (Venkatesh & Bala, 2008; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000; Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, & Davis, 2003) as ways to understand how technology is adopted in learning environments. Yet the model focusses on information technology interventions but does not seem to take account of language and culture in usage and behavioural intention. TAM3 (Venkatesh & Bala, 2008) includes these factors perhaps under the headings of subjective norms and experience which impact perceived usefulness, yet they may require more explicit research enquiry to determine how language and culture affect learners' response to interactive learning modes produced for a global audience.
We may also want to learn from neuroscience in our approaches to interactive learning online. Language learning comprises both declarative and procedural memory systems, different systems which do not automatically overlap. A recent study by Bolgün and McCaw (2019) offers a discussion of language learning technology which clarifies the dependence of most such systems on declarative memory such as vocabulary learning, without the engagement of procedural systems, which frequent interaction in the target language with detailed corrective feedback in context can provide. In practice, we might broaden this idea to much online learning content, where new ideas and vocabulary may be explained and quickly tested, using declarative memory systems, but not applied and developed, thus not engaging procedural memory systems which would have led to fluency and longer-term competence. This has significance not just for Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) but also the CLIL approach to language and content learning; and I would argue it can be much more widely discussed and explored in the field of interactive learning.
In this issue, we have two book reviews in the field of language learning, plus a range of diverse papers with themes including augmented reality, self-efficacy, gamification, human-computer interaction and multimedia learning. All use language, in this journal, the English language for research, all involve the use of language in interactive learning. As we learn for competence and functional capability, we cannot see interactive learning environments as dry spaces for knowledge acquisition; we should engage further with opportunities for learners to navigate and negotiate their learning, making it their own, rather than that which we set down as their teachers.
